










and	 on	 an	 ethnography	 of	 gem	 mining	 rituals	 in	 Sri	 Lanka,	 this	 paper	 aims	 to	
provide	 an	 empirical	 illustration	 of	 the	 connection	between	 calculative	 practices	
and	 the	 social	 structure	 of	 capital.	 It	 shows	 how	 capital	 is	 socially	 structured	
around	 particular	 fields	 of	 reproduction,	 how	 the	 field‐specific	 organisation	 of	
capital	 is	 implicated	 in	 the	 presence	 and	 absence	 of	 calculative	 and	 control	
practices,	 and	 how	 calculative	 templates	 and	 procedures,	 as	 symbolic	 systems,	
simultaneously	 perform	 interrelated	 but	 distinct	 functions	 of	 cognition,	
communication	and	domination.	The	paper	advances	the	argument	that	calculative	
templates	 and	 procedures	 constitute	 a	 field‐specific	 logic	 and	 they	 are	 the	
symbolic	 means	 through	 which	 structural	 properties	 of	 the	 social	 systems	 are	











of	 organisational	 practices.	 In	 particular,	 Bourdieu’s	 conceptions	 of	 field,	 practices,	 habitus	 and	
forms	of	capital	have	been	making	increasing	inroads	into	such	analyses	(e.g.	Everett,	2003,	2004;	





particular	 fields	of	reproduction,	how	the	field‐specific	organisation	of	capital	 is	 implicated	in	 the	
presence	 and	 absence	 of	 calculative	 and	 control	 practices,	 how	 calculative	 templates	 and	
procedures,	 as	 symbolic	 systems,	 simultaneously	 perform	 interrelated	 but	 distinct	 functions	 of	
cognition,	 communication	 and	 domination	 and,	 after	 all,	 how	 domination,	 subjugation	 and	
resistance	 are	 scripted	 into	 day‐to‐day	 work	 practices.	 The	 paper	 advances	 the	 argument	 that	
calculative	 templates	 and	 procedures	 constitute	 a	 field‐specific	 logic	 and	 they	 are	 the	 symbolic	
means	 through	 which	 the	 structural	 properties	 of	 social	 systems	 are	 cognised,	 communicated,	





In	 doing	 so,	 with	 a	 view	 to	 locating	 it	 in	 its	 literary	 context,	 the	 paper	 will	 first	 introduce	 the	
accounting	 and	 control	 literature	 that	 draws	 on	 Bourdieu.	 Second,	 it	 will	 introduce	 Bourdieu’s	
sociology	of	symbolic	forms	and	symbolic	power	as	the	theoretical	foundation	of	the	paper.	Third,	
the	paper	will	discuss	 its	methodological	propositions	and	procedures,	 followed	by	 the	empirical	
work	 in	 four	 separate	 sections.	 Empirical	 sections	 are	 organised	 around	 the	 relations	 in	 and	 of	
production	 to	 reveal	 how	 field‐specific	 properties	 of	 habitus,	 bodily	 hexis,	 doxa	 and	 capital	 are	




There	 is	an	extant	body	of	 accounting	and	 control	 literature	 that	draws	on	Bourdieu’s	 ideas	 (see	
next	section	for	a	brief	elaboration	of	his	ideas).	This	body	of	literature	demonstrates	a	wide	variety	




in	 the	 late	 1960s,	 and	 on	 the	 history	 of	 the	 American	 Accounting	 Association	 as	 an	 empirical	
foundation,	 explain	 how	 the	 existence	 of	 an	 elite	 group	 of	 researchers	 within	 the	 ‘field’	 of	 US	
accounting	 education	 has	 contributed	 to	 the	 stratification	 of	 its	members	 according	 to	 a	 pole	 of	
cultural	 capital.	 They	 also	 look	 at	 the	 ways	 in	 which	 this	 stratification	 has	 had	 the	 potential	 to	
influence	 the	 knowledge	 production	 process	 and	 reproductive	 order	 of	 the	 accounting	 academy.	
Ramirez	(2001)	also	draws	on	the	concepts	of	field	and	capital,	looking	especially	at	how	the	lack	of	
solidity	 within	 the	 inner	 hierarchy	 of	 the	 professional	 accounting	 field	 vis‐à‐vis	 the	 overall	
hierarchy	 of	 social	 fields,	 helps	 in	 an	 understanding	 of	 the	 failure	 of	 a	 French	 project	 of	 the	







that	 critical	 accounting	 researchers	 can	 pursue	 in	 making	 a	 socio‐political	 critique	 of	 the	
dominating	ideologies	of	state	and	corporate	capitalism.	Drawing	mainly	on	Bourdieu’s	analysis	of	
the	 functioning	 of	 intellectuals	 and	 the	 politics	 of	 cultural	 production,	 they	 emphasise	 the	
importance	of	 “universal	 intellectualism”	 in	 this	regard	(see	Bourdieu,	1991a;	Neu	et	al.,	2001,	p.	
740).	The	contemporary	political	role	of	critical	academic	accountants	(i.e.	active	engagement	in	the	
outside	world)	has	also	been	the	point	of	focus	for	Cooper	(2002).	She	turns	towards	the	academic	
and	 political	 work	 of	 Bourdieu	 (especially	 The	Weight	 of	 the	World,	 Bourdieu,	 1999)	 to	 offer	 a	
persuasive	 critique	 on	 our	 apathy	 towards	 active	 political	 engagements	 in	 policy	 critiques	 and	
social	reformations.	Taking	 the	case	of	Clydesbank	asbestos	sufferers,	 the	tuition	 fee	campaign	 in	






against	 the	 corporate	 hegemony.	 Based	 on	 the	 Boudieuian	 idea	 that	 communication	 is	 seen	 to	
reflect	 an	 asymmetrical	 power	 relationship	 between	 social	 agents	 who	 constantly	 struggle	 over	
limited	 resources	 in	 a	 field,	 they	 conceptualise	 the	 academic	 field	 of	 Social	 and	 Environmental	




of	 Neu	 et	 al.	 (2001)	 that	 discourses	 of	 pragmatism,	 appeals	 to	 “commonsense”,	 and	 calls	 to	 be	
“practical”	are	the	dangers	of	the	critical	accounting	odyssey	(see	also	Cooper,	2002,	pp.	460–461),	
Shenkin	 and	 Coulson	 (2007)	 seek	 possibilities	 for	 converging	 the	 two	 ideological	 positions.	
Accounting	academia	has	also	been	the	‘field’	of	study	for	Everett’s	(2008)	analysis	of	how	editorial	
proximity	 is	 implicated	 in	publication	 success.	He	 relies	 on	Bourdieu’s	 concepts	of	 “rational	 self‐
interest”	and	a	“good‐faith	economy”,	which	he	utilises	 to	see	how	actors	 in	accounting	academia	
cultivate	 “preferred	 taste”,	 the	 inculcation	 of	 which	 is	 argued	 to	 be	 a	 key	 factor	 in	 publication	
success	 (pp.	 1150–1151).	 The	 notion	 of	 the	 “economy	 of	 symbolic	 goods”	 (Bourdieu,	 1998)	 has	
been	the	explanatory	tool	for	the	analysis	made	by	Neu	et	al.	(2003)	into	ethical	discourses	in	the	
Canadian	 accounting	 profession.	 By	 conceptualising	 character‐based	 and	 rule‐based	 ethical	
discourses	as	types	of	embodied	and	objective	cultural	goods,	respectively,	and	by	linking	these	two	





Kurunmaki	 (1999a,	 1999b)	 also	 draws	 on	 the	 notions	 of	 field	 and	 capital	 to	 conceptualise	 the	
Finish	health	care	sector	as	a	site	of	continuous	struggle	for	power	and	control.	She	demonstrates	
how	 the	 field	 is	 structured	 as	 a	 game	 between	 those	 involved	 in	 the	 functions	 of	 financing,	
production	and	consumption	of	health	care,	how	the	distribution	of	differently	valued	capital	in	the	
field	 is	 implicated	 in	 their	 chances	 of	 winning	 and	 losing	 the	 game	 and	 how	 that	 particular	
distribution	of	capital	is	enacted	in	a	transition	from	professional	planning	and	control	to	market‐
based	 control.	 In	 a	 recent	 publication,	 Oakes	 and	 Young	 (2010)	 argue	 that	 accounting	 and	
accountability	convert	any	social	space	into	a	contested	field	in	which	struggles	over	symbolic	and	
cultural	capital	are	inevitable	and,	in	relation	to	the	accountability	discourses	around	the	American	
Indian	 Trust	 Fund	 debacle,	 they	 demonstrate	 how	 symbolic	 and	 cultural	 capitals	 enable	 their	







manner,	 via	 the	 intersection	 of	 the	 newly	 implanted	 financial	 technologies,	 the	 pre‐existing	
information	 systems,	 and	 the	 taken‐for‐granted	habitus	of	 the	 field.	The	 same	synthesis	between	
Foucauldian	 and	 Bourdieuian	 ideas	 has	 also	 been	 the	 sociological	 framework	 for	 Neu’s	 (2006)	
examination	 of	 how	 accounting	 is	 implicated	 in	 the	 ordering	 of	 the	 public	 space.	 His	 analysis	
highlights	 how	 the	 financial	 and	 accountability	 mechanisms	 used	 by	 a	 Canadian	 provincial	
government	 as	 part	 of	 its	 educational	 reform	 initiatives	 facilitated	 changes	 in	 the	 types	 and	
amounts	 of	 capital	 of	 certain	 field	 participants,	 encouraged	 the	 partitioning	 of	 generic	 social	
groupings	(such	as	parents	and	academic	 labour)	 into	more	 finely	distinguished	social	groupings,	











wider	 relations	of	 power,	 their	 analysis	 demonstrates	 the	 CFO’s	 day‐to‐day	 engagement	with	his	
position	 and	 how	 his	 “self‐professed	 high	 profile”,	 as	 a	 sort	 of	 cultural	 capital,	 enabled	 him	 to	











planning,	 as	 a	 mechanism	 of	 control	 and	 a	 form	 of	 symbolic	 violence,	 works	 subtly	 through	
language	and	the	construction	and	use	of	knowledge.	In	an	attempt	to	synthesise	grounded	theory	
(Strauss	 and	 Corbin,	 1990)	 and	 Bourdieu’s	 concept	 of	 habitus,	 Goddard	 (2004)	 examines	 the	
relationship	between	the	budget	process,	accountability,	trust	and	power	in	local	government	in	the	
UK.	 Habitus,	 here,	 can	 explain	 how	 perceptions	 of	 accountability	 are	 constructed	 and	 how	 they	
influence	budget	practices.	
	
A	 recent	paper	by	Hamilton	and	Ó	hÓgartaigh	 (2009)	 comes	 rather	 closer	 to	 the	way	 I	 intend	 to	
deploy	Bourdieu	in	this	paper.	Their	attention	is	on	how	accounting	doctrines,	especially	the	notion	
of	true	and	fair	view	(TFV),	become	what	they	are:	systems	of	symbolic	violence	that	maintain	and	
reinforce	 the	 institutionalised	 hierarchy	 of	 the	 accounting	 field.	 Together	 with	 certain	 (implicit)	
notions	of	symbolic	systems	and	violence,	they	draw	on	Bourdieu’s	conception	of	habitus	to	explore	
how	 professional	 rites	 and	 rituals	 of	 “native	 virtuosos”	who	 have	 a	 “feel	 for	 the	 game”	 produce	
“legitimate	language”	of	accounting	and	how	that	language	in	turn	reproduces	structural	properties	
of	 the	 field	 within	 which	 such	 rites,	 rituals	 and	 agential	 bodies	 that	 perform	 those	 rituals	 are	
situated.	 This	 is	 akin	 to	 my	 argument	 in	 this	 paper	 that	 calculative	 templates	 and	 procedures	
constitute	 a	 field‐specific	 logic	 and	 they	 are	 the	 symbolic	 means	 through	 which	 structural	




Bourdieu’s	 master	 concepts	 –	 habitus,	 capital	 and	 field	 –	 into	 a	 single	 study	 (see	 Free	 and	
Macintosh,	 2009;	 Swartz,	 2008).	 As	 Free	 and	 Macintosh	 (2009)	 argue,	 Bourdieu	 (1998,	 p.	 85)	
identifies	 all	 three	 concepts	 as	 indispensable,	 and	 there	 is	 a	 danger	 of	 missing	 his	 ‘relational	
approach’	when	those	concepts	are	appropriated	piecemeal.	As	a	result,	much	of	their	explanatory	
power	is	lost	and	the	richness	of	a	full‐blown	analysis	is	underachieved	(Free	and	Macintosh,	2009,	
p.	 4).	 That	 said,	 as	 Emirbayer	 and	 Johnson	 (2008)	 argue,	 in	 this	 kind	 of	 analysis	 the	 dynamic	
properties	of	the	theory	and	the	relation	between	the	concepts	is	lost.	However,	this	literature	need	




Even	 though	 a	 theory	 by	 definition	 requires	 the	 interdependence	 of	 parts	 to	 formulate	 an	
explanation,	as	Vaughan	(2008,	p.	67)	argues,	a	concept	becomes	separated	from	its	whole	mainly	
due	 to	 the	 “scholar	 preference”,	 which	 is	 a	 conditioned	 outcome	 of	 the	 competition	 among	
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alternative	 theoretical	 frameworks,	 the	 complexity	 of	 the	 theory	 in	 question,	 the	 researcher’s	
specialisation	and	data	availability.	Thus,	
It	is	not	that	organizational	sociologists	have	failed	to	grasp	the	relational	aspects	
of	 Bourdieu’s	 theory.	 One	 or	 all	 –	 competing	 paradigms,	 theory	 complexity,	 and	
specialization	and	data	availability	–	can	be	obstacles	to	incorporating	a	full	theory	






a	 relational	 manner	 to	 demonstrate	 how	 they	 explain	 collectively	 the	 presence	 and	 absence	 of	




draws	 on	 Bourdieu.	 The	 paper	 also	 differs	 in	 terms	 of	 the	 cultural	 political	 specificities	 of	 the	
ethnographic	field:	an	ethnography	of	a	pre‐capitalistic	mode	of	production	that	survives	in	a	less‐







habitus	and,	on	 the	other,	 the	social	 structures	of	what	he	 terms	 fields	and	classes/groups.	Thus,	
through	 a	 reconceptualisation	 of	 the	 relations	 between	 the	 symbolic	 (subjective)	 and	 material	
(objective)	dimensions	of	social	life,	he	develops	a	political	economy	of	symbolic	forms	and	power	
that	 attempts	 to	 provide	 a	 theoretical	 and	 empirical	 analysis	 of	 how	 social	 inequalities	 are	
reproduced	 through	 practices	 of	 symbolic	 power	 and	 symbolic	 violence.	 At	 the	 centre	 of	 this	
theoretical	construction	lies	the	role	of	symbolic	systems	(which	include	arts,	science,	religion	and	
language)	as	structuring	structures	that	mediate	practices	by	connecting	individuals	and	groups	to	
institutionalised	 hierarchies	 (see	 Swartz,	 1997,	 p.	 1).	 Systems	 of	 calculations	 are	 such	 symbolic	
systems,	 which	 mediate	 the	 effects	 of	 wider	 power	 structures	 to	 produce	 various	 forms	 of	
calculative	and	control	practices.	
	
For	Bourdieu,	 the	socialised	body	does	not	stand	 in	opposition	to	society;	 it	 is	one	of	 its	 forms	of	
existence.	Social	reality	exists	both	inside	and	outside	social	actors,	in	both	our	cognitive	structures	
and	objective	social	structures,	manifested	by	the	material	existence	of	things	outside	our	cognitive	
structures.	 Thus,	 in	 our	 sociological	 analyses,	 the	 individual	 and	 society	 should	 be	 constructed	
relationally,	 as	 if	 they	 are	 two	 dimensions	 of	 the	 same	 social	 reality	 (see	 Swartz,	 1997,	 p.	 96).	
Bourdieu	 constructs	 this	 inseparable	 connection	 between	 the	 socialised	 body	 and	 the	 structural	
logics	of	the	social	space	through	a	set	of	conceptual	devices:	some	of	which	are	more	related	to	the	
socialised	body	while	others	are	more	a	means	of	understanding	the	structural	logic	of	the	“field”.	
There	 is	 also	 another	 set	 that	 is	 related	 to	 social	 processes	 and	 the	 relations	 through	which	 one	
class/group	 of	 social	 actors	 would	 exercise	 symbolic	 power	 over	 others.	 The	 “practical	 logic”	
(Bourdieu,	1990b)	of	calculative	and	control	practices	needs	to	be	understood	within	this	relational	
dynamic	between	the	socialised	body	and	the	structural	logic	of	the	field.	Thus,	the	attempt	here	is	
to	 grasp	 the	 totality	 of	 his	 theoretical	 construct	 and	 to	 locate	 the	 ‘logic	 of	 calculative	 practices’	
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In	 Bourdieu’s	 political	 economy,	 ‘field’	 is	 the	 structure	 of	 a	 conflictual	 social	 setting	 or	 ‘field	 of	
struggle’,	 in	 the	 context	 of	which	his	 other	 concepts	 are	 to	 be	 located	 and	understood.	A	 field	 is	























Symbolic systems as 
instruments of  
1. cognition  
2. communication 
3. domination  
Forms of embodiment  
 Symbolic interests  
 Habitus 
 Doxa 
 Bodily hexis 
 Illusio 
Forms of capital 
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actions	 are	 not	 mechanical	 responses	 to	 external	 determining	 structures.	 Instead,	 symbolic	
interests,	habitus,	and	other	forms	of	the	embodiment	of	the	cultural	and	social	legacies	of	the	past	
filter	and	shape	individual	and	collective	responses	to	the	present	and	future	(see	Swartz,	1997,	p.	




As	 Swartz	 (1997,	 pp.	 66–73)	 also	 argues,	 Bourdieu	 posits	 that	 all	 actions	 are	 patterned	 and	
interest‐oriented	 at	 a	 tacit,	 prereflective	 level	 of	 awareness	 that	 occurs	 over	 time.	 However,	
Bourdieu’s	concept	of	symbolic	interests	should	not	be	read	as	an	independent	principle	of	action	
within	his	conceptual	framework.	Instead,	material	and	symbolic	interests	are	defined	by	an	actor’s	
(or	 group	 of	 actors)	 position	 within	 institutionalised	 hierarchies.	 They	 are	 the	 embodied	
dispositions	that	operate	at	a	tacit,	taken‐for‐granted	level	(Swartz,	1997,	p.	71).	Thus,	“interest	is	a	
historical	arbitrary,	a	historical	construction	that	can	be	known	only	through	historical	analysis,	ex	
post,	 through	empirical	 observation”	 (Wacquant,	 1989,	 p.	42).	Nevertheless,	 actors	participate	 in	
social	interactions	and	pursue	symbolic	and	material	interests	as	strategists	who	respond	over	time	
to	 a	 mass	 of	 constraints	 and	 opportunities	 that	 they	 grasp	 through	 “practical	 knowledge”	 or	 a	
“sense	of	practice”	(Swartz,	1997,	pp.	99–100).	In	this	sense,	actors	“are	strategic	improvisers	who	
respond	dispositionally	to	the	opportunities	and	constraints	offered	by	various	situations”.	And	the	





universal	by	constituting	the	 .	 .	 .	 [field]”	(Bourdieu,	1998,	p.	57),	 is	also	embodied.	This	dominant	
vision,	often	manifested	as	 the	orthodoxy	of	a	particular	 field,	 is	 the	doxa.	 Internalising	 the	doxic	
disposition	means	submission	to	the	logic	of	symbolic	domination	in	the	field.	By	the	same	token,	
social	agents	who	compete	for	their	material	and	symbolic	interests	in	a	particular	field	also	ingrain	





For	 Bourdieu	 (1986,	 p.	 241),	 following	 Marx,	 the	 social	 world	 consists	 of	 accumulated	 history;	
capital	 is	 accumulated	 labour	 in	 its	 material	 or	 embodied	 forms.	 When	 appropriated	 on	 an	
exclusive	basis	by	agents,	capital	enables	them	to	appropriate	social	energy	in	the	form	of	reified	or	
living	 labour.	 As	 such,	 individuals	 and	 groups	 draw	 upon	 various	 forms	 of	 capital	 in	 order	 to	
maintain	 or	 enhance	 their	 relative	 positions	 in	 the	 social	 order	 and,	 in	 that	 struggle,	 capital	
becomes	 a	 “social	 relation	 of	 power”	 (Swartz,	 1997,	 p.	 73).	 Capital,	 therefore,	 represents	 power	
“over	 the	mechanisms	which	tend	to	ensure	the	production	of	a	particular	category	of	goods	and	
thus	 over	 a	 set	 of	 revenues	 and	 profits”	 (Bourdieu,	 1991b).	 However,	 unlike	 Marx,	 Bourdieu	




take	 somewhat	 subjective	 and	 complex	 forms.	 For	 example,	 cultural	 capital	 can	 exist	 in	 three	
different	 states:	 the	 embodied	 state	 (i.e.	 in	 the	 form	of	 long‐lasting	dispositions	 of	 the	mind	 and	
body);	 the	objectified	state	of	 tangible	cultural	products,	such	as	uniforms	and	other	dress	codes,	
pictures,	books,	machines;	and	the	institutionalised	state,	such	as	accreditations	and	qualifications	





power	 (Bourdieu,	 1986,	 pp.	 248–49).	 Importantly,	 in	 Bourdieu’s	 sociology,	 capital	 is	 not	 only	 a	




capital	 (especially	 economic	 capital)	 by	 dominating	 the	 field	 and	 appropriating	 its	 surplus	 value	
through	symbolic	means.	This	symbolic	form	of	dominating	and	exploiting	the	social	relations	in	a	




Symbolic	 violence	 is	 the	 subtle	 domination	 of	 one	 class	 of	 social	 actors	 by	 another	 through	
imposing	the	means	for	comprehending	and	adapting	to	the	social	world	by	representing	economic	
and	 political	 power	 in	 disguised,	 taken‐for‐granted	 forms.	 This	 is	 realised	 through	 symbolic	
systems	that	exercise	their	power	through	the	complicity	of	those	who	are	subject	to	it	(Bourdieu,	
1991b).	The	arts,	science,	religion	and,	indeed,	all	symbolic	systems	–	including	calculative	systems	




According	 to	 Bourdieu	 (1979),	 symbolic	 systems	 simultaneously	 perform	 three	 interrelated	 but	







the	structural	 logic	of	a	particular	 field	 is	cognised	and	communicated	through	symbolic	systems.	
Various	 calculative	 systems	 can	 thus	 become	 symbolic	 instruments	 of	 cognition	 and	
communication;	 they	 become	 systems	 that	materialise	 the	 deep	 social	 structures	 of	 a	 particular	
field.	
	
Relations	 of	 communication	 are	 always,	 inseparably,	 relations	 of	 power	 (Bourdieu,	 1979,	 p.	 80)	
and,	in	that	sense,	symbolic	systems	also	function	as	instruments	of	domination,	or	as	instruments	
that	legitimate	domination.	The	dominant	factions	of	a	particular	field,	whose	power	is	often	based	
on	 economic	 and	 political	 capital,	 seek	 to	 legitimate	 their	 domination	 through	 various	 symbolic	
instruments,	 such	 as	 discourses	 and	 writings,	 which	 reproduces	 traditions	 of	 domination	 as	
historically	legitimate,	or	transforms	such	traditions	into	new	ones,	as	others	become	outdated	over	
time.	That	said,	forms	of	knowledge	and	relations	of	communication	are	inherently	enmeshed	with	




Calculative	 systems	 are	 also	 structured	 and	 structuring	 systems.	 They	 are	 structured	 by	 their	
historical	evolution	as	tools	of	institutionalised	practices	and	also	as	embodied	dispositions	of	the	





in	 that	 they	 hold	 a	 set	 of	 systematically	 interrelated	 templates,	 procedures	 and	 mechanics,	
according	 to	which	 day‐to‐day	work	 and	 other	 social	 practices	 are	 cognised,	 communicated	 and	
regulated.	 Calculative	 systems	 not	 only	 perform	 cognitive	 and	 communicative	 functions	 but	 also	
serve	as	instruments	of	domination.	They,	as	symbolic	systems,	“provide	integration	for	dominant	
groups,	 distinctions	 and	 hierarchies	 for	 ranking	 groups,	 and	 legitimation	 of	 social	 ranking	 by	
encouraging	the	dominated	to	accept	the	existing	hierarchies	of	social	distinction.	They,	therefore,	
fulfil	 a	 political	 function”	 (Swartz,	 1997,	 p.	 83,	 see	 also	 Bourdieu,	 1979).	 After	 all,	 calculative	
templates,	procedures	and	mechanics	are	 instruments	through	which	dominating	forms	of	capital	









theoretically	 abstracted.	 The	 task	 of	 sociological	 research,	 according	 to	 Bourdieu	 (Bourdieu	 and	
Wacquant,	 1992,	 p.	 7)	 is	 “to	 uncover	 the	 most	 profoundly	 buried	 structures	 …	 as	 well	 as	 the	
mechanisms	which	tend	to	ensure	their	reproduction	or	their	transformation”.	However,	Bourdieu	
also	 writes	 that	 such	 structures	 are	 peculiar	 in	 that	 they	 lead	 a	 “double	 life”	 (Bourdieu	 and	
Wacquant,	1992,	p.	7):	 they	exist	 twice.	On	the	one	hand,	they	exist	 in	 the	“objectivity	of	the	first	
order”	 that	 is	 constituted	by	 the	distribution	of	 capital,	 or	 the	means	of	 appropriation	of	 surplus	
values.	On	the	other,	they	are	in	the	“objectivity	of	the	second	order”,	constituted	by	the	systems	of	
classification	 or	 the	 mental	 and	 bodily	 schemata	 (habitus,	 bodily	 hexis,	 etc.)	 that	 function	 as	
symbolic	templates	for	the	practical	activities	of	social	agents.	As	such,	a	field‐based	social	inquiry	





inquiries	 (Wacquant,	 2003,	 2004a,	 2004b).	 Ethnographic	 research	 generally	 involves	 intensive,	




to	 the	 particular	 forms	 of	 embodiment	 through	 which	 structural	 properties	 of	 the	 field	 are	
















restitute	 the	 carnal	 dimensions	 of	 existence”	 (Wacquant,	 2004a,	 2004b,	 p.	 vii)	 as	 a	 pit	 worker.	
However,	 I	would	not	claim	that	 the	current	piece	of	research	 is	a	result	of	a	carnal	sociology:	“a	
sociology	not	only	of	the	body,	in	the	sense	of	object,	but	also	from	the	body,	that	is,	deploying	the	
body	 as	 a	 tool	 of	 inquiry	 and	 vector	 of	 knowledge”	 (Wacquant,	 2004a,	 2004b,	 p.	 viii,	 emphasis	
original).	My	deployment	of	body	as	a	gem	pit	worker	was	not	at	all	driven	by	such	a	sociological	
adventure	 but	 by	 the	mere	 economic	 and	 social	 necessities	 of	 its	 deployment	 in	 the	 field,	many	
years	before	the	(re)engagement	in	the	field	as	a	researcher.	
	
Initial	 data	 collection	was	achieved	over	a	nine‐month	period	of	 fieldwork	during	2001–02,	with	
two	subsequent	short	visits	to	the	field	in	2005	and	2007.	Data	collection	was	mainly	undertaken	
via	direct	participant	observation	and	‘engagement’	in	various	social	settings,	including	occasional	
gem	 pit	 operations,	 gem	 auctions,	 out‐of‐hours	 gatherings	 and	 social	 occasions.	 Every‐day	work	
activities	 and	 social	 relations	 were	 closely	 observed	 and	 transformed	 into	 field	 notes	 around	
calculative	and	control	practices,	and	ideologies	were	embedded	in	such	observations.	Continuous	




make	 ‘theoretical	 sense’	 of	 the	data.	 The	 analytical	 focus	was	mainly	on	 an	understanding	of	 the	
presence	 and	 absence	 of	 particular	 control	 practices	 and	 the	 field‐specific	 logic	 of	 calculative	
practices.	
	
Ethnographic	 data	 can	 be	 understood	 better	 when	 they	 are	 placed	 vis‐à‐vis	 the	 peculiar	











centralised	 statistics	 suggest.	 A	mere	 visit	 to	 any	 of	 these	 gem	 trading	 towns	would	 reveal	 how	
“gem	money”	(as	the	accumulated	wealth	through	gem	mining	and	trading	is	commonly	known	in	
the	area)	is	present	everywhere	in	the	town:	in	the	sign‐boards	of	the	shops3,	sponsorship	banners	
of	various	 social	 events	by	wealthy	gem	merchants,	 large	houses	of	wealthy	gem	merchants,	 and	
also	 the	 physical	 presence	 of	 gem	 merchants	 and	 traders	 in	 their	 “symbolic”	 clothes	 (typically	
expensive	 batik	 sarongs,	 white	 shirts,	 gold	 watches,	 gold	 necklaces,	 and	 leather	 slippers).	 The	
                                                                                                                                                                                               
	
3	 	 Quite	 a	 few	 gem‐shops	 can	 be	 found	 in	 every	major	 town	 in	 the	 Rathnapura	 district.	 They	 belong	 to	wealthy	 gem	
merchants	and	are	normally	multi‐story	buildings.	However,	 there	are	no	any	gems	or	anything	else	to	sell	 in	there	
but	they	are	so	called	“buying	centres”	where	the	owner	merchant	and	his	associates	just	spend	the	day	waiting	for	














“gem	 shops”	 (i.e.	 gem	 buying	 centres)	 in	 the	 town	 and	 there	 were	 four	 more	 wealthy	 gem	
merchants	operating	in	their	houses	without	a	separate	gem	shop	in	the	town.	There	were	around	
20	 gem	 mines	 at	 the	 vicinity	 of	 the	 town.	 In	 addition	 to	 their	 involvement	 in	 gem	 mining	 and	
trading,	some	of	these	gem	merchants	have	textile	and	hardware	shops	in	the	town.	They	have	also	
invested	in	small	and	medium	scale	tea	holdings.	Most	importantly,	they	lavishly	invest	in	various	
social	 activities	 and	 patronage	 politics	 to	 sustain	 the	 symbolic	 presence	 of	 “gem	 money”.	 Local	
politicians	 and	 leading	 government	 officers	 in	 the	 province	 would	 not	 visit	 the	 town	 without	
visiting	 some	of	 these	 gem	merchants	with	whom	 they	maintain	 long‐term	allegiances.	 It	 is	 very	
hard	to	see	a	gem	merchant	without	his	set	of	“goloyos”	(i.e.	literally	meaning	apprentice:	a	set	of	




“guest	 of	 honour”:	 they	 sit	 in	 the	 same	 raw	 of	 chairs	 with	 the	 politicians	 and	 other	 leading	




very	 rich	 gem	merchants,	 there	 is	 also	 a	 large	 number	 of	 young	 unemployed.	 As	 school	 leavers	
(with	no	chance	of	entering	into	higher	education	due	to	very	limited	spaces	in	public	universities),	









Investment	 in	a	 gem	mine	has	always	been	a	 collective	venture,	with	 the	 contribution	of	 various	
‘forms	of	capital’	(such	as	lands,	timber,	tools,	water	engine,	and	so	on.	This	is	more	elaborated	in	







1996;	 De	 Beelde,	 2000;	 Vent	 and	 Milne,	 1997,	 2000),	 gem	 mining	 in	 Sri	 Lanka	 has	 never	 been	
organised	 through	 ‘corporate	 entities’	 of	 any	 sort.	They	have	 always	been	 communal	 enterprises	
organised	 and	 coordinated	 via	 the	 patronage	 of	 social	 relations	 and	 social	 rituals	 in	 villages.	
However,	 as	 Choudhury	 (1988)	 argues,	 the	 absence	 of	 modern	 corporate	 apparatuses	 does	 not	




are	 not	 socially	 assumed	 to	 be	 necessary	 and	 have	 never	 become	 institutionalised/embodied	
practices	within	 the	 social	 contexts	 of	 production.	 So,	 studying	what	 is	 there,	 instead	 of	modern	
forms	of	accounting,	will	give	us	the	opportunity	to	reveal	not	only	the	other	forms	of	accounting	





spatial	 evolution,	 has	 a	 particular	 physical	 and	 technological	 nature	 beside	 its	 cultural	 grammar,	
and	that	particular	nature	would	have	a	significant	say	in	articulating	how	various	forms	of	capital	
are	mobilised	and	how	various	modes	of	coordination	and	control	are	deployed	for	its	governance.	
Gem	mining	 has	 a	 particular	 physical	 nature	 that	 renders	 it	 ‘a	 game	 of	 gambling’	 resulting	 in	 a	
particular	 form	 of	 structuring	 the	 field	 to	 diversify	 the	 stakes	 and	 the	 risk	 of	 the	 game	 among	 a	
spectrum	of	social	actors.	
	
The	physical	processes	of	gem	mining4	 involve	digging	a	deep	pit,	 approximately	12	x	12,	until	 a	





as	 deep	as	50	yards	or	 so,	with	 carefully	 constructed	walls	 around	 it,	 and	wooden	 scaffolding	 to	
prevent	 the	walls	 of	 the	 pit	 from	 collapsing	 inwards.	 Once	 this	 particular	 layer	 of	 soil	 has	 been	
reached,	digging	continues,	making	horizontal	tunnels	parallel	with	that	special	layer	of	soil	“until	










As	 “a	 set	 of	 historical	 relations	 ‘deposited’	 within	 individual	 bodies	 in	 the	 form	 of	 mental	 and	
corporeal	schemata	of	perception,	appreciation,	and	action”	(Bourdieu	and	Wacquant,	1992,	p.	16),	

















to	 this	definition,	 since	 it	 suggests	 two	essential	 components	of	 the	 concept	of	habitus:	 structure	
and	 propensity	 (see	 Swartz,	 1997,	 p.	 103).	 On	 the	 one	 hand,	 habitus	 becomes	 the	 dispositional	
means	 through	 which	 social	 actors,	 through	 their	 socialisation	 experiences,	 internalise	 external	
structures.	 Broad	 structural	 parameters	 and	 the	 boundaries	 of	what	 is	 possible	 or	 unlikely	 for	 a	
particular	group	of	social	actors	in	the	institutionalised	hierarchy	are	internalised	and	embedded	as	
dispositions	through	socialisation.	 In	 that	sense,	habitus	sets	structural	 limits	 for	actions	(Swartz,	
1997,	 p.	 103)	 and	 leads	 individuals	 to	 a	 “kind	 of	 immediate	 submission	 to	 order”.	 Habitus,	 thus,	
legitimates	 the	material	 and	 symbolic	 inequalities	by	providing	a	practical	 and	 taken‐for‐granted	
acceptance	of	 the	 fundamental	 conditions	of	existence	(Swartz,	1997,	p.	105).	On	 the	other	hand,	
habitus	 also	 implies	 that	 actors	 encounter	 and	 act	 upon	 the	 present	 in	 terms	 of	 previous	
experiences	that	they	have	embodied	through	socialisation.	As	such,	habitus	becomes	a	structuring	
structure,	that	is,	as	a	principle	of	the	generating	and	structuring	of	practices,	it	generates	strategies	
that	 can	 be	 objectively	 consistent	 with	 the	 material	 and	 symbolic	 interests	 of	 the	 social	 agents	
without	having	been	expressly	designed	to	that	end	(Free	and	Macintosh,	2009,	p.	11).	
	
Certainly,	 there	 are	 calculative	 and	 control	 implications	 of	 such	 work	 habitus,	 as	 they	 offer	 a	
cultural	 grammar	 for	 structuring	 day‐to‐day	work	 practices	 and	 negate	 the	 necessity	 for	 ‘other’	








a	 relative	 freedom	 in	 adopting	 and	 adapting	 practices	 according	 to	 the	 “feel	 for	 the	 game”,	 as	
Bourdieu	calls	it,	which	is	“what	enables	an	infinite	number	of	‘moves’	to	be	made,	adapted	to	the	
infinite	 number	 of	 possible	 situations	 which	 no	 rule,	 however	 complex,	 can	 foresee”	 (Bourdieu,	







In	 our	 empirical	 context,	 for	 example,	 the	 habitus	 of	 six	 workers	 for	 a	 pit,	 though	 recursively	
referred	 to	 in	 conversations	 on	 planning	 the	 pit	 work,	 is	 vague	 and	 indeterminate.	 The	 actual	
number	 working	 on	 a	 particular	 pit,	 and	 how	 they	 organise	 the	 work	 between	 them,	 differs	 to	




in	 the	 pit	 need	more	 than	 six	 in	 the	 gang,	 it	 is	 up	 to	 them.	 Sometimes,	 they	 of	
course	 have	more	 than	 six	 in	 their	 gang.	When	 one	 of	 their	 friends	 or	 relatives	
wants	 to	 join	 them	 they	 can’t	 simply	 say	no;	 they	would	be	happy	 to	 get	 him	 to	
work	with	them.	 It	affects	their	 income	not	mine	or	anybody	else	contributing	to	
the	 pit	 [because	 of	 the	 particular	 mechanism	 of	 appropriating	 the	 stake:	 see	






This	 vagueness	and	 indeterminacy	of	habitus	 facilitates	 the	agency	of	 social	 actors	 creating	 their	
own	social	space	relatively	free	from	external	pressures	and	controls.	The	result	 is	 less	alienation	
within	 the	 relations	 in	production	and	more	 freedom	to	exercise	 the	 collective	will	 of	 the	 labour	
force.	In	that	sense,	habituses	become	something	collective;	something	cultural	enough	to	penetrate	
the	 collective	 conscience	 that	 structures	 their	 dispositions	 on	 technicalities	 and	 the	 social	
relationships	at	work.	For	example,	 the	 following	quotation	 from	a	group	of	workers	exemplifies	













do	 any	 pit	 work,	 and	 we	 would	 prepare	 timber	 for	 the	 next	 day’s	 work	 or	 we	
would	just	sharpen	the	tools	and	clean	the	water	engine.	You	can’t	just	spend	the	




take	a	break	 for	a	 cup	of	 tea	and	a	smoke,	and	change	our	positions.	 .	 .	 .	When	a	
good	match	[cricket]	is	on	the	TV,	we	all	would	be	watching	it	and	no	work	at	all.	
Who	would	bother	to	work	then?	[Laughter].	
Embodimentof	 the	 field’s	 structural	 logic	 takes	a	 physical	or	 bodily	 form	as	well	 as	 amental	 one.	
Bourdieu	terms	this	bodily	dimension	of	embodiment	“bodily	hexis”.	It	is	the	bodily	manifestation	
of	a	permanent	disposition	–	a	durable	way	of	undertaking	certain	physical	acts	such	as	using	a	tool,	
standing,	 walking,	 speaking	 and,	 thereby,	 feeling	 and	 thinking	 (Bourdieu,	 1990b,	 pp.	 69–70).	
Similar	to	Foucault’s	“disciplinary	principles”,	especially	the	maneuver	(Foucault,	1979;	Macintosh,	





by	 anyone	 external	 to	 the	 labour	 gang.	 The	way	work	 is	 organised	 and	 carried	 out	 is	 left	 to	 the	




mining	 this	 involves	 the	 special	 skills	 of	 wall	 building	with	 wooden	 logs	 and	 plants,	 a	 skill	 that	 would	 ultimately	
determine	the	safety	and	life	chances	of	all	mine	workers,	and	a	skill	that	one	would	accumulate	only	over	many	years	
of	experience	in	mining.	Thus,	this	has	always	been	a	cultural	capital	that	warrants	a	higher	stake	in	the	game	(at	least	
more	 than	 other	workers,	 see	 below).	 One	would	 become	 a	basunnah through	 accumulating	 this	 stock	 of	 cultural	






and	 synchronise	 their	 individual	 acts]	 …	 young	 ones,	 until	 they	 catch	 the	 art	 of	 using	 it	 [i.e.	
according	 to	 the	 terminology	of	Bourdieu,	 this	means	until	 they	 accumulate	a	particular	 stock	of	






and	obedience	of	 the	younger	members	of	 the	 group.	For	 younger	workers,	 learning	 such	bodily	
hexis	and	habitus	constitutes	exposure	to	the	mockery	of	making	mistakes,	the	punitive	element	of	






The	 social	 composition	 of	 the	 gang,	 especially	 the	 age	 structure	 and	 kinship	 relations	 within	 it,	
operates	as	the	disciplining	structure	at	work.	Assessment	of	the	speed	and	the	quality	of	the	work	
of	 an	 individual	 is	 naturally	 built	 into	 the	 collective	 work	 process,	 in	 that	 an	 individual’s	
sluggishness	would	slow	down	the	whole	process	and	he	would	soon	gain	attention	for	“correction	





and	easily	resolved	by	the	 jurisdiction	of	an	elderly	worker	whose	presence	 in	 the	gang	acts	as	a	
referee.	Such	mockery	and	conflicts	constitute	the	natural	tone	(and	the	joy)	of	work	interactions.	
They	provide	 a	necessary	 ‘social’	 element	of	 the	work	 and	 transform	 the	day‐to‐day	 interactions	







mobility	within	 the	 social	 hierarchy.	 Playing	 the	 day‐to‐day	 game	 of	 social	 relations	 at	work	not	
only	 integrates	 individual	workers	 into	 the	 collective	disposition	of	work	but	 also	 structures	 the	




or	 any	 other	 work	 related	 information	 was	 virtually	 absent.	 Detailed	 calculations	 of	 resource	
requirements,	 either	 for	 planning	 or	 control	 purposes,	 are	 deemed	 to	 be	 unnecessary,	 and	
calculations	 of	 costs	 or	 profits	 are	 not	 carried	 out.	 Detailed	 calculations,	 assessments	 and	
documentation	have	not	been	part	of	 the	 “practical	 logic”	of	 the	existing	 set	of	habitus,	doxa	and	
bodily	hexis	that	structure	work	practices.	The	need	for	quantifications	and	qualitative	assessments	
of	resource	requirements	(for	example,	wooden	logs	and	fuel	for	the	water	pump)	for	‘rationalised	
planning	 and	 control’	 (as	 assumed	 in	modern	 enterprises	 in	 western	 capitalism)	 does	 not	 arise	







However,	 the	 absence	 of	 accounting	 and	 the	 relative	 freedom	 of	 labour	 from	 external	 controls,	
especially	of	other	dominant	 forms	of	capital,	are	not	 fully	explained	either	by	 the	 internal	 social	
organisation	of	labour	itself	(i.e.	relations	in	production)	nor	by	the	presence	of	a	set	of	habitus	and	
bodily	 hexis	 particular	 to	 the	 field	 of	 gem	 mining.	 The	 logic	 of	 absence	 of	 ‘formal’	 control	 and	
accounting	also	 lies	 in	the	particular	way	that	capital	 is	 formed	and	arranged	within	the	field	(i.e.	
relations	 of	 production).	 In	 the	next	 section,	 in	 the	 light	 of	 a	 set	 of	material	 practices	 associated	





capital	 to	 constitute	 structures	of	 inequality,	 domination,	 symbolic	power	 and	 symbolic	 violence.	






Thus,	 a	 field,	 as	 a	 terrain	 of	 gaming,	 is	 structured	 by	 a	 set	 of	 interests,	 stakes	 and	 investments,	
according	 to	which	 field	 incumbents	 struggle	 for	 the	maintenance	or	advancement	of	 their	 social	
positions	 through	 accumulation	 of	 various	 forms	 of	 capital.	 Turning	 our	 focus	 to	 calculative	
practices,	 as	 a	 distinctive	 set	 of	 social	 practices,	 particular	 forms	 of	 calculations	 can	 become	 the	
social	 logics	 through	which	 these	 field‐specific	 interests,	 stakes	 and	 investment	 propositions	 are	
articulated	as	the	field‐specific	logic	of	appropriations.	Implicit	and	embedded	in	these	calculations	
would	then	be	the	parameters	of	social	space	and	symbolic	power,	which	are	reproduced,	as	the	set	





sales	proceeds	are	 appropriated.	Once	 the	 illama	 is	washed	and	 gems	 are	 found,	 they	are	 sorted	
into	 different	 “lots”	 according	 to	 their	 types.	 Wrapped	 in	 white	 tissue	 paper,	 they	 are	 then	
presented	 in	 the	 ‘pit	 auction’,	which	most	 of	 the	 area’s	 gem	merchants	 attend,	 except	 a	 few	 ‘big	
merchants’.	Having	carefully	examined	each	lot	of	gems	for	type,	quality	(mainly	purity	from	cracks	




















The	 calculative	 logic	behind	 this	 chart	 is	 somewhat	doxic,	 a	product	of	 the	historical	 tradition	of	
gem	 mining.	 Distribution	 of	 auction	 money	 is	 almost	 identical	 in	 all	 instances	 in	 the	 area	 and	
follows	the	same	rank‐order	of	different	forms	of	capital	“leaving	the	labourers	only	with	smallest	
share”.	Only	minor	differences	can	be	seen	in	some	special	occasions.	An	example	of	such	a	minor	
difference	 is	where	 a	 gem	pit	 runs	without	 a	proper	 government	 licence	 to	do	 so,	 instead	of	 the	
“share	 of	 licence”,	 there	may	be	 “police	 panguwa”	 –	 the	police	 share,	which	 goes	 to	 the	 relevant	
police	officers	who	then	prevent	the	gem	pit	from	being	raided.	Similarly,	in	one	occasion,	workers	
decided	not	to	have	tea	from	any	other	party	and	therefore	avoided	a	“share	of	tea”	being	paid	out.	
The	 origin	 of	 these	 practices	 of	 appropriation	 cannot	 be	 traced	 and	 dates	 far	 back	 beyond	 the	
memory	of	many	 elderly	workers	 and	 gem	merchants:	 “as	 far	 as	 I	 remember,	 this	 is	 how	 it	was	
done	for	generations.”	Despite	its	origin	and	minor	differences	in	practices,	this	calculative	practice	
vividly	 illustrates	how	an	underlying	social	hierarchy	of	symbolic	power	and	symbolic	violence	 is	







































































































Fig.	 2,	 further	 illustrated	 in	 Table	 1,	 shows	 a	 formula	 of	 appropriation	 to	 distribute	 the	 sales	
proceeds	 (the	 auction	money)	 among	 various	 forms	 of	 capital.	 Interestingly,	 this	 formula	would	
never	 be	discussed	or	 agreed	upon	 explicitly	 before	 the	 various	parties	 enter	 into	 a	 gem	mining	
venture	but	it	is	a	traditional	practice	that	everybody	in	the	field	is	supposed	to	know	and	accept,	
and	 applied	 with	 only	 very	 minor	 differences	 between	 different	 gem	 pits.	 According	 to	 this	











Gem	merchants’	 presence	within	 this	 schema	of	 capital	 is	 dominating.	They	would	 typically	 own	
more	 than	 one	 form	 of	 capital	 and	 reproduce	 their	 structural	 power	 by	 appropriating	 and	
reinvesting	 a	 bigger	 portion	 of	 the	 auction	 money.	 It	 should	 also	 be	 noted	 that	 a	 gem‐mining	
venture	is	organised	as	a	pure	“game	of	gambling”,8	where	different	players	assume	different	stakes	













are	 no	 sophisticated	 calculations	 involved,	 the	 field	 actors	 have	 a	 ‘common	 sense’	 of	 resource	
consumption	by	the	pit	operations,	as	manifested	in	a	set	of	habitus	related	to	the	“correct	way	of	
doing	pit	work”,	 such	as	 “every	riyana	[a	doxic	unit	of	measurement	equivalent	 to	half	a	yard]	of	
digging	need	four	long	logs	and	8	short	logs	.	.	.	and	a	typical	gem	pit	in	this	area	needs	around	three	
tipper‐trucks	of	timber”	(which	 is	provided	by	the	relevant	party	on	a	piece‐meal	basis	as	the	pit	
work	progress,	mostly	 in	 three	occasions:	one	tipper‐truck	at	a	 time).	These	categories	of	mining	




8  “It’s [gem mining] like playing ‘buruwa’ [a form of gambling popular among locals, with equal odds of 
winning and losing]. You never know what you get. You may be lucky enough and have a ‘good stone’ 
valuable enough to feed even your grandchildren. Or you can be so unlucky and lose everything you put 
into it and end up just washing up muddy soil for nothing. It all depends on your ‘paw pin’ [the balance of 









wage	and	the	 labour	process	 is	not	subordinated	by	technologies	of	governance.	 In	 fact,	 labour	 is	
exposed	to	higher	risk	in	this	game	of	gambling	because,	as	illustrated	in	Fig.	2,	a	relatively	smaller	
amount	 of	 auction	 money	 is	 left	 after	 appropriating	 the	 shares	 of	 all	 other	 forms	 of	 capital.	
However,	there	is	a	particular	mechanism	that	labourers	(if	they	wish)	can	choose	to	minimise	risk	








In	 this	 way,	 the	 calculative	 template	 applied	 in	 the	 appropriation	 of	 auction	 money	 vividly	
demonstrates	how	a	wider	set	of	power	relations,	which	articulate	the	structural	dynamics	of	the	
field,	 is	 articulated	within	 a	 specific	 set	 of	material	 practices,	 and	 how	 such	wider	 structures	 of	








2008;	 Jacobs	and	Kemp,	2002;	 Jayasinghe	 and	Thomas,	2009),	 as	we	know	 it	 elsewhere,	 and	 the	





on	tea,	 timber,	 tools	or	anything	else	 for	 that	matter.	The	venture	has	neither	been	defined	as	an	


















guys	with	 tea	 and	 buns	 or	 something	 else	 enough	 for	 eight	 people	 twice	 a	 day.	
Once	a	week	or	so,	I	settle	my	owes	with	Hamzudin.	…	No,	I	don’t	keep	a	record	of	










2008,	 p.	 1007).	 In	 this	 empirical	 case	 at	 least,	 the	 answer	 lies	 in	 the	 ideological	 and	 structural	
apparatuses	of	 the	 field	and	the	historical	construction	of	 the	economic	activity	as	a	 field	specific	
game,	 rather	 than	 in	 the	 “performative”	 and/or	 “ostensive”	 aspects	 of	 accounting	 (see	 Catasús,	
2008).	 In	other	words,	 the	 substantive	rationale	of	 the	absence	of	 accounting	 is	explained	not	 so	
much	 by	 ostensive	 or	 performative	 aspects	 of	 what	 is	 absent,	 but	 rather	 by	 the	 structural	 and	








not	 been	 understood	 to	 have	 any	 causal	 connections	 with	 capital	 invested;	 instead	 the	 venture	
outcomes	are	ideologically	related	to	the	collective	(and	individual)	karma	(paw‐pin)	or	luck.	Thus,	

























accounting	 therein.	They	are	structured	and	governed,	on	 the	one	hand,	 through	power	relations	
that	extend	beyond	the	gem	mine	into	the	patronage	power	relations	in	the	society.	Within	such	a	
wider	set	of	power	relations,	the	existing	form	of	accounting,	the	“sheet	of	appropriation”,	function	





of	 habitus	 and	bodily	 hexis.	 Ritualistic	 organisation	 of	 labour	process	 in	 this	way	 is,	 therefore,	 a	
very	 strong	hegemonic	 form	of	 subsumption,	 although	 it	may	not	 qualify	 as	 real	 subsumption	of	
labour	(see	Marx,	1976,	p.	1021;	and	also	Burawoy,	1979,	p.	15).	As	far	as	there	is	a	field	specific	
calculative	mechanism	to	exploit	its	surplus	value	by	the	dominating	forms	of	capital,	and	as	far	as	
there	 is	 no	 “labour	 aristocracy”	 (Moorhouse,	 1978)	 to	 dominate	 the	 field	 specific	 logic	 of	
appropriation,	there	exists	no	real	necessity	 for	other	forms	of	accounting,	especially	those	forms	









violence	 by	 a	 dominating	 form	 of	 capital	 ismadepossible.	 However,	 such	 a	 dominating	 structure	
should	 not	 be	 conceptualised	 as	 a	 whole	 encompassing	 structure	 of	 domination	 that	 leaves	 no	
space	for	resistance	by	the	subalterns.	Instead,	a	 field	should	be	understood	as	a	structure	within	
which	even	the	subaltern	social	actors	do	enjoy	an	agency	of	strategising	and	resisting.	That’s	why	
Bourdieu’s	 reflexive	 sociology	 conceives	 a	 field	 as	 a	 ‘game’:	 a	 structural	 frame	 for	 interaction	
between	conflicting	actors	and	their	interests	providing	a	political	space	for	actors	to	strategise	and	






struggle	 takes	 stop	well	 short	of	 collective	outright	defiance	 ...	 and	 they	 typically	




of	 such	 an	 instance)	 of	 collective	 engagement	 of	 labour	 to	 steal	 gems	 from	 the	 pit	 or	 any	 other	
forms	 of	 collective	 defiance	 of	 the	 existing	 relations	 of	 production	 in	 the	 field.	 Furthermore,	 it	




“yes	 if	 you	 are	 very	 very	 lucky,	 and	 so	 clever	 to	 hide	 it,	 you	 find	 a	 chance	 to	
smuggle	 a	 gem	 while	 working	 in	 the	 bottom	 of	 the	 pit,	 but	 you	 never	 get	 that	
chance	when	you	are	washing	the	illama	in	front	of	everybody.	If	you	smuggle	one,	






The	 most	 apparent	 and	 obvious	 form	 of	 resistance	 to	 the	 structural	 logics	 of	 domination	 and	






Resistance	can	also	be	 seen	 in	 the	 form	of	an	alternative	 form	of	organising	a	gem	pit	venture:	a	
structural	alternative.	These	are	called	“hora	patal”:	illicit	shallow	pits	often	run	solely	by	a	gang	of	















bodily	 hexis	 and	 doxa,	 should	 be	 understood	 as	 ‘structuring	 structures’	 they	 should	 never	 be	






So	 far,	 in	 the	 empirical	 sections	 above,	 I	 have	 discussed	 how	 a	 set	 of	 field‐specific	 habitus	 has	
structured	the	presence	of	calculative	and	control	practices	of	some	kinds	and	the	absence	of	other	
kinds.	 However,	 this	 does	 not	mean	 that	 the	 social	 logic	 of	 the	 presence	 and	 absence	 of	 various	
calculative	and	control	practices	can	be	fully	explained	by	the	mere	empirical	specification	of	such	





part	 of	 the	 country.	 The	 Government	 Army	 was	 in	 a	 shortage	 of	 soldiers	 and	 provided	 the	 largest	 source	 of	
employment	for	unemployed	youths	in	the	poverty	laden	villages	and	a	bare	minimum	education	of	up	to	grade	6	was	
more	than	enough	to	be	a	soldier	and	earn	a	permanent	income.	










and	 performative	 routines,	 which	 “[tend]	 to	 guarantee	 the	 ‘correctness’	 of	 practices,	 and	 their	
constancy	over	time,	more	reliably	than	formal	rules	and	explicit	norms”	(Harker	and	May,	1993,	p.	
174).	 Such	 an	 empirical	 account	 on	 its	 own,	 however,	 would	 not	 reveal	 the	 ‘deep	 structures’	 of	




cannot	 be	 deuced	 either	 from	 the	 present	 conditions	 which	 may	 seem	 to	 have	





This	 means	 that	 practices	 are	 products	 of	 dispositions	 intersecting	 with	 the	 dynamics	 and	
structures	 of	 a	 particular	 field,	 and	 practices	 reflect	 the	 structure	 of	 that	 encounter.	 This	
relationship	is	dialectical	and,	hence,	calls	for	analyses	of	both	(1)	the	structure	of	the	relevant	field	
in	terms	of	its	power	relations	and	(2)	the	habitus	of	the	agents	involved	in	the	field	(Swartz,	1997,	





This	 equation	 highlights	 the	 interlocking	 nature	 of	 habitus,	 capital	 and	 field	 and	 their	 dialectical	
construction	of	practices	as	well	as	the	epistemological	centrality	of	practices	in	the	articulation	of	
deep	cognitive	and	social	structures	that	underlie	the	practices	pertaining	to	a	particular	field.	Thus	
the	 field	 logic	 of	 practices	 and	 an	 analysis	 of	 field,	 according	 to	 Bourdieu’s	 reflexive	 sociology	
(Bourdieu	and	Wacquant,	1992,	pp.	104–105),	 involves	 three	necessary	and	 internally	 connected	
moments:	analysis	of	the	positions	of	field	vis‐à‐vis	the	field	of	power	(i.e.	the	current	state	of	the	
field);	mapping	out	the	objective	structure	of	the	relations	between	the	positions	occupied	by	the	
agents	 or	 institutions	 who	 compete	 for	 the	 legitimate	 forms	 of	 domination,	 control	 and	
appropriations	(i.e.	forms	of	capital);	and	analyses	of	the	different	systems	of	dispositions	(habitus,	
bodily	hexis	and	doxa)	that	the	agents	of	a	field	have	acquired	through	internalising	a	determinate	
type	 of	 social	 and	 economic	 condition.	 However,	 the	 structured	 systems	 of	 practices	 (related	 to	
field	 and	 capital),	 expressions	 and	 dispositions	 of	 agents	 are	 methodologically	 inseparable	 and	
must	be	analysed	together	(Bourdieu	and	Wacquant,	1992,	p.	105).	
	
Coming	 back	 to	 our	 empirical	 case	 with	 this	 theoretical	 and	 analytical	 insight,	 the	 particular	
calculative	 practice	 of	 appropriating	 auction	 money	 is	 a	 product	 of	 this	 dialectic	 intercourse	
between	 the	 field	 structure	 of	 capital	 and	 the	 cognitive	 structures	 of	 its	 agents.	 As	 a	 form	 of	
institutionalised	practice,	this	calculative	template	of	appropriations	(see	Fig.	2)	demonstrates	how	
the	field	is	structured	according	to	the	relative	positioning	of	various	categories	of	capital.	Thus,	the	
social	 order	within	which	 gem	mining	 is	 conditioned	 is	 a	 dominating	 structure	 of	 hierarchically	
differentiated	categories	of	resources	which,	for	Bourdieu	(1991b,	p.	230),	are	capital	because	they	






in	 and	 beyond	 the	 field	 of	 gem	mining,	 and	within	 the	 cultural	 political	 economy	 of	 Sri	 Lankan	
village	landscape.	That	said,	the	power	of	land	owners	and	gem	merchants	to	appropriate	a	larger	
proportion	 of	 the	 auction	 money	 over	 other	 forms	 of	 capital	 (including	 labour)	 stems	 from	 the	
embodiment	 of	 the	 social	 order	 (i.e.	 the	 field	 of	 power)	 manifested	 by	 historically	 accumulated	




In	 this	way	 calculative	practices	 and	 templates	become	 instruments	of	 symbolic	manipulation	or	
symbolic	 forms	and	processes	that	reproduce	social	 inequalities.	As	already	noted,	such	symbolic	
systems	 simultaneously	 perform	 three	 interrelated	 but	 distinct	 functions:	 structuring	 structures	
(cognition),	 structured	 structures	 (communication)	 and	 instruments	 of	 domination	 (social	
differentiation).	
	
Calculative	 templates	 and	 procedures,	 as	 ‘structuring	 structures’,	 are	 instruments	 for	 knowledge	
and	 gnoseological	 construction	 of	 objective	 world;	 they	 are	 ameans	 by	 which	 to	 order	 and	
understand	 the	social	world.	 In	 this	 sense,	 the	calculative	 template	used	 in	appropriating	auction	
money	 is	 not	 simply	 a	 technical	means	 of	 calculating	 the	 stake	 of	 each	 category	 of	 capital	 but	 a	
structuring	structure.	It	exerts	a	structuring	power	to	construct	reality,	which	tends	to	establish	a	
gnoseological	order	of	the	social	world	(see	Bourdieu,	1979,	p.	79).	Such	symbolic	systems	are	also	
‘structured	 structures’,	 whose	 internal	 logic	 channels	 deep	 structural	 meaning	 shared	 by	 all	
members	of	 a	 field.	As	 conceptual	 systems,	 such	 calculative	 templates	 and	procedures,	 therefore,	
function	 simultaneously	 as	 instruments	 of	 communication	 and	 as	 instruments	 of	 knowledge	
(Swartz,	 1997,	 p.	 83),	 and	 they	 are	 the	 “instruments	 par	 excellence	 of	 social	 integration:	 as	
instruments	of	 communication	and	knowledge	 they	make	possible	 the	consensus	on	 the	 sense	of	
the	 social	 world	which	makes	 a	 fundamental	 contribution	 toward	 reproducing	 the	 social	 order”	
(Bourdieu,	 1979,	 p.	 79).	 Thus,	 the	 sheet	 showing	 the	 appropriation	 of	 auction	 money	 not	 only	
constructs	a	gnoseological	structure	of	the	field	as	an	integration	of	the	interests	of	differentiated	
categories	of	capital	but	also	contributes	towards	a	homogeneous	conception	of	 the	game	of	gem	




fulfil	 their	 political	 function	 as	 instruments	 that	 legitimate	 domination.	 They	 help	 to	 ensure	 the	
domination	of	one	class	of	capital	over	others,	and	lead,	in	Weberian	terms,	to	the	‘domestication	of	
the	 dominated’.	 In	 other	 words,	 calculative	 templates	 and	 procedures,	 as	 symbolic	 systems,	
legitimate	social	ranking	by	encouraging	the	dominated	to	accept	the	existing	hierarchies	of	social	
distinction.	For	example,	in	our	empirical	case,	none	of	the	pit	workers	ever	complained	about	the	
apparent	 ‘discrepancies’	 in	 the	appropriation	of	auction	money	but	 took	 it	 for	granted	 that	 there	
was	no	problem	with	the	system	as	it	stood;	it	is	the	way	it	has	always	been	and,	therefore,	should	
always	be.	They	believe,	for	the	future,	that	“depending	on	our	own	karma	and	wise	investment	of	
whatever	 the	money	we	 receive,	 we	 can	 be	 gem	merchants;	 many	 of	 those	 big	merchants	 have	
started	 like	 us”.	 The	 social	 hierarchy	 that	 was	 apprehended,	 communicated	 and	 reproduced	
through	symbolic	systems	of	calculations	has	been	internalised	as	a	legitimate	system	that	provides	
everyone	 with	 fair	 opportunities	 for	 progress	 over	 the	 social	 hierarchy	 by	 transforming	 their	
current	labour	power	(one	form	of	capital)	into	other	forms	of	capital	with	a	higher	symbolic	power	
of	appropriation.	Bourdieu	calls	 this	 form	of	domination,	 or	 legitimation	of	domination,	 symbolic	






These	 cognitive,	 communicative	and	dominating	powers	of	 calculative	 templates	and	procedures,	
however,	 do	 not	 occur	 in	 the	 form	 of	 an	 ‘illocutionary	 force’	 but	 are	 defined	 in	 and	 by	 the	 very	





reproduced.	 That	 said,	 they	 lie,	 as	 symbolic	 systems,	 in	 the	middle	 of	 the	 (subjective)	 cognitive	
structures	of	the	agents	and	the	(historically)	objective	structures	of	the	social	system.	In	this	way,	
they	 constitute	 the	 system	 of	 habitus	 and	 doxa	 that	 orients	 (rather	 than	 determines)	 day‐to‐day	
work	practices,	modes	 of	 domination	 and	 resistance.	 For	 example,	 the	 field	of	 gem	mining	 in	 Sri	
Lanka,	through	a	definite	mode	of	calculation	related	to	the	appropriation	of	auction	money,	is	thus	
structured	 as	 a	 particular	 combination	 of	 seven	 categories	 of	 capital	with	 distinctive	 stakes	 and	
powers	of	appropriations.	This	field‐specific	calculative	logic	has	excluded	notions	of	profit	beyond	
the	 ‘auction	proceeds’,	 leaving	out	any	necessity	 for	detailed	cost	 calculations	and	controls	at	 the	
point	 of	 production.	 Thus,	 a	 particular	 field‐specific	 logic	 of	 calculation	 underlies	 the	 relative	
autonomy	of	labour	process	from	the	external	control	of	other	forms	of	capital.	
	













This	 is	 where	 Bourdieu’s	 reflexive	 sociology	 become	 immensely	 useful	 vis‐à‐vis	 contemporary	
analyses	 of	 “how	 forms	 of	 accounting	 emerge	 from,	 sustain	 and	 modify	 wider	 institutional	 and	
social	structures”	(Hopwood,	2000,	p.	763;	see	also	Hamilton	and	Ó	hÓgartaigh,	2009,	p.	917).	As	






of	 true	 and	 fair	 view	and	 field‐specific	 reporting	 templates)	 as	historical	 products	 of	 such	 carnal	
practices	 (see	 also	Hamilton	 and	Ó	 hÓgartaigh,	 2009).	On	 the	 other	 hand,	 it	 also	 helps	 us	 to	 see	
accounting	 as	 a	 powerful	 symbolic	 system	 through	 which	 structural	 properties	 of	 the	 field	 are	
cognised,	 communicated,	 reproduced	 and	 transformed	 into	 a	 set	 of	 practical	 dispositions	 that	
orient	 day‐to‐day	 work	 practices.	 Thus,	 for	 example,	 we	 see	 the	 relations	 of	 production	 (i.e.	
appropriation	 of	 surplus	 value)	 through	 the	 profit	 and	 loss	 account	 and	 we	 understand	 the	
structure	of	capital	through	the	balance	sheet.	Such	accounting	templates,	as	symbolic	systems	that	
defines	 the	 practices,	 provide	 us	with	 a	 particular	way	 (or	 perhaps	 the	 only	way)	 of	 seeing	 and	
accepting	 the	 world,	 and	 hence	 they	 become	 the	 symbolic	 means	 through	 which	 structural	
27 
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